Jefferson Iiorley, Outlook 
The Washington Post 
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Washington, DC 20071 

■vfear Jeff, 

iiS jou may not recall, I told you and Prank when you were here that with what 
time remains for me I'm seeking to perfect the record for history to the degree possible 



for me. That accounts for the 1 



ong an unrevied commentary on The Fourth ^ramp you 



resented so much. I put a copy of yi)ur letter to £ae dated only 25 August aside i am 
confident for writing you about in the future and 1011 do that now. I read thej&s- La & 

L 

Fontaine book when * was hospitalized for two seeks. And, frankly I was surprised to 
see your dj/st- jacket promo af ter you learned what you did from what wrote. That was 



less than you could have. Y ou could also have learned from the failure of the Lq Fon^taine 
4"° wr i“ e me a word. You should recall tliat when you asked if you could send it to them 
1 enci&roged you and said I'd respond in wilting to anything they wrote. (The second 
graf of your letter said, "I leave it to the La * ona tines to respond in detail.^" You 
could-and should-have learned from their silence.) 

As you should haVe learned in your reporting, there are some stories tliat cannot 
4k. handled with abrupt brevity and without regard for background not in the story. Any 

writing about the assassination is of this nature, it is not of the flat world and those 
who do not intend literary whoring require at least basic knowledge of what they will 
be writing about. The La Fonatines do not yet have that and from their own accpunt 
in their book never intended to acquire it. 

^ou said that treated them arm. you as " idiots." While - did not, the case ox 
you as an idiot could be stronger because you should have known to ask the questions 
you did not ask. I regard them as dishonest, arrogant, subjeetj-matter ignoramuses after 
they finished their book, and as commmercializers and exploiters of that great tragedy. 
•*-ho$e, move than one. 

They build cisijec Surejbn conjecture when there is no basis for any of their con- 
jectures. The do lie and that is also basic for them. Without their lies they'd have 

indulge in an assortment of other dishonesties 



liad no book. They indfc indulge in an assortment of other dishonesties. ?he£ pointed lUL^. 
omit the transcript ox Their concept of the best of journalism, Hard ^opy, and quote 
not a ^ord from It. i ou should have read it. Elrod refused to \ay a single word they 
attribute co him and again wihhout wliich they'd have had no book. 

-- do no i, dismiss tne possibility that Elrod's story could be true." I dismiss 
that what they givers nlrod s story. I got all those great discoveries of %11 Adams 
m FOIA litigation of the 70s. Elrod insisted to the FBI ijljat he knew nothing about 
i.nc assassination and he dicing change when they had him on camera and liad some 55 "eta 




reels beside what they used on that show. What it may be interpreted as "matching" 
lias no relevance, not that story and not that alleged Ellsworth match. 



wrote so Ion-; ago but do see what you said, that 
pontaines the view that tint ^ov. 1G,1 963 gun deal 



I "foolishly impute to the 

was supplying-i weapons for the 2d invasion of Cuba something they never said and 
don^ro belicbfe. " Tha t is not the impression x have from having read their book. But 
it is foolish to give that any assassination relevance and with more than four 
hundred pages they did not. They cannot, -eriod. There is and there could be ^bne. And 
nobody did any checking to see if that was possible Hot that their entire treatments 
of thaTsecond invasion was not puerile. Silly at best.AidiculousiVery ignorant, too. 
You accused me of not offering constructive criticism, of a torrent of abuse 
that aided to the "already terribly difficult task InizE-nrcnxrssdjr of convincing the papers 

oJ 



timid leadership that the assassination must be properly iiarestigatiwa. ? 

VAith ch ildish crap that has nothing at all to do with the assassination? 

How much of that does it take for a "timid leadership", not to be convinced 
it was rlgtil all along? 

A jf 

How £an there be any constructive criticism of what is not possible? 

-L j n 

and now about a pepr s and a reporter s obligation not op deceive and mislead 

the people? 

You say that Gardner, Hoc®. ana Newman "read" the piece "and did not 

object to its appearance." That is not what x heard about Gardner. What makes Frank 
and “ewiaxn experts on the subject? And did lioch recommend it? (The La/fontaines added 
nothing to his 1974 worjK on that x oD card and as I recall omitted some ofythat is key.) 

Ileeman's book docs ..ot connectfflte Oswald and the CIA and has much that is 
very with it, some less, than honest, some iglVorant and basic and it lias an obvious 
and baseless prejudice. 

1 digrejgj' to tell you a little about experts. j_n even the field of their expertise. 

You may remember I was impressed by "ewman* s Ginyers presentation and got 
in t' uch with him through you. Vfe invited Iiin fvS Thanksgiving dinner that year. They 
earns and he just sat and gave me the eye jftitil after we ate, I did not mind, was a 
bit amused and ignored it. 4&fter we ate x told Mm of a few tilings T had that he 
might be able to use. One was the actual alleged Oswald number the Commission suppressed. 

It knew that Lonnie Budkins had made that SI 73 or SI 72 number up. It arranged to hear 
the Texans in private and witA onlg Warren and Rankin speaking to them. Carr or Wdde 
told them the correct number 1 10669, Rankin ingored that thereafter but did include 
it in a memo, i-iy copy of that memo had been stole$ for Lifton by the Baltimore cop 
who worked for L iv±ngstone and doubled with Lifton. I told Hewman how to get it. He 




phon.d mo exufcitedly from the Jrcliibfes, having found it ; 2 actly wherel'd told him I 

Got aaf in 1966. He had promised me a copy. After six months of effort h e sent me not 

tliat one, from the “ommis ion s files, but a carbon from the CIA's, which made it look 

like he was informing me. But ho did not use tnat in his book! It is a CIA-type numljpr, 

not I'M. I also showed him my proof tliat Oswald had the CIlYldD clearance I said he had 

m 1967, in my Oswald in %w Orleans. I started to make a copy for him and he told me 

'* :0 » Idiat he'd got his own copy. Mine was from the %vy but I told Mm it was in 

tlio Commission's files and that is s/hero he sold he'd get it. It is not in Ms book 

nor io cnere an.-/ mention of rha high clearance tiia) lias TS)P SBCiiBT as a prerenuisite. 

ine l-iexico “ity CIA records he used make it clear tliat it was not Kostikov to 

whom Oswald Jgpoke in seeking a visa but latskov. Hot in Ms book. Kostikov of the 

alleged wet jobs only is. The Commission’s files also hold the C$4 memo belling them 

this but as the commission ignored it, that was fine for Hewman to do, too. 

all ox those remarkable "discoveries" of tlieir Silicon ^alley cavalry were 

in the public domain, in the fill's public reading room as the result of my getting 

them in several lawsuits. They were ignored because they have ho moaning other than in 

tho debunking of the tramps myth, which “ had boon doing beginning £> in 1967 and did 
_ 

to the Ml the next yar, forcing an FBI investigation that confirmed the debunking and 
was disclosed to me in CA's 75-1996 and 78-0322. I used some of it to prevent the 
“arris on atrocity he'd planned for late 1968 tliat Gardner used, in the stoty on the 
tone movie. 

j co lou say tliat what you refer to as "constructive criticism could help then and 
me in advance this story. 2 Tliat you were determined to do regarless of fact or tfcruth. 

Out is that not true in general of any criticism? If it is not ignored? Did you pay 
any attention to any of it before your glowing endorsement of what should shame a 
competent cub? Did you ask me about a word in that book? Did they? 

kurei/ they made an "adjustment" to bypass their lie about the overhearing 
alleged anu the sighting also alleged when you sent them the chart jf im Z,e.ejvelle had 
sketched for me. But you did not pay any attention to tlieir basing what is so important 
Cin what the;, made up (and ma k i ng tilings up is not, your -^Wiy'good reporters like the 
Ba ^ona&nes.’’/ 

\i / 

xou said you’d reread what I sent the Post and then would "try to provide" me 
more information fhaz din not appear in the story tliat indicates just how fruitful 'the 

T -p _ jt, 

La onatine s work as." ±ou dia^and it is not in tlieir book, which is more of an 
atrocity than their article. 

Y . l / v 1- 

ou say your objective was convince the paper’s headship tliat "the assassinaticr 

A ) a - 

must, be properly inves abated. ” I’d lt>ke to know how tliat is possible withhfthe income— 



and dishonest writing of those subject-matter ignoramuses who saw the chance for 
commercializing a scandal with the Rickey White b.s. and scent six months trdnir to 
validate it and who then spent a year and a half faying to locate Qjj. the tramps, 

"mold Doyle and who to this day arc ^ ignorant about -aire assassination itself? 

How you could be party to a cheap trick tAat say:; they have no '‘agenj^da" 
anu 210 theories when they begin saying they assume Oswald Guilt, rather much of an 

. / L i 

agenua, ado do nothing but theories at their best and not one with # legitimate basis 

n- A. 

for it. They also lie. As.in misting tiiat Hasty hade made personal contact k±k 
with Oswald, to make an agqfet /of him. In saying tiiat de i ' i ohrenschildt worked for the 
CIA without any proof or even basis for a reasonable suspicion and without mention of 
Ms sworn testimony tiiat he was never an agent of any kind for any government other/ 
thin as a geologist for the ,ICA. Hot mentioning tiiat in honest? Can ignorance justify 
it? 0*\ 'Hyd AKfyA - jkm »vy 0*1 ‘J O'h 

Did they have to be ignorant? Should. they hvave been to write such an article 
of 1 such a book? 

Their dishonest# its permeating. Take tiiat u auser story for one example,, They 

-j j 'J l . 7r V 

sleet some incorrect reports but ignore the sworn tcsMi/ony and the pictures, con- 
temporaneous pictu : 'OS . 

When they use some of their sourdes it was with handouts, not from having read 
uhose sources themselves. Ix they read the citations and direct quoted! have in Oswald 
ln /f ew u r leans they are deliberate! ij_ dishonest in what they ignore and 1 am talking 
auout i;he directly quoted sworn testimony, 'hy [yf' ■ 

no-t rc G' ar d them as widiots." I regard that as praise for them considering 
what they have done and how they have done it. 

jpl is unpleasant even to think of it but I'll justify your allegation that I 
v.-as insulting. I’ll say tiiat they engagedin literary whoring and I could go farthur. 
Mtu one ot the most urgent matters of their and your lifetimes.lt lias turned the world 
aiound. iuat was possible because ox tiie abdication of all of the major media. Each 
one of us who co^iriiutes ±i> tiiat boars a heavy responsibility. X hose of <us who write 
naiie au a society like ours a very heavy responsibility. If representative society is 
to work the people must ne accurately informed on major issues. I am not saying that 
"here is never an occasion on which cone jefcturing is not justified. I am saying that 
conjecturing , even with what the Da -entaines did not have, a reasonable basis for it, 
a “C- px c^ontigg tiiat as fact is its own kind of subversion. r po lie to the people about 
^yhau has the of x ei L of a coup d'etat regardless of intent is a great subversion. It 
has the effect of ^validating of justifying a coup d'etat. 

Viliat will those same Post editors think the;; next time they are offered a 
legitimate assassination story? Wor%£ this experience justify their declining it 



and not paying any attention to what it in it? 

You knew that I take all the time people '.'want and give any writing in the 
field anything and. everything 1 have. For the Post's 50th anniversary series Anne 
Eisele spent a day here copying anything she wanted. I asked nothing for that. (But I 

sure as hell have trouble getting even a copy of c story the Post printed^) Did it not 

0 unr 

otMir to you after what I sent the Post that before enclosing their enlargement of it 

that you should, in the interest of your own reputation, ask a single question about 



i ou refer to their sick stuff as about the assassination. What is there in it 
that is about •uhe 3CO.S oination itself that is not corrupted^ Like tliei bit on the 
/Mauser when the evidence is that there is no question about the dec identification 
of the rifle found on the si^th floor? It was in the testimony thei ignore guarded by 
those who found it until the pictures were taken of it in place and it was then identi— 



The Post lias a policy on the ssassination and it is not going to change. x t 
not only declined to publish a review oh the first book on the Warren Commission, it 

s'in ^ .. 

^BfcJftwits own reviewers fa^vorable review of it. It has not reviewed a sacs single 
one of my my booki 'since then and X do not have to compare that with what they have 

, I 

reviewed, “n terms of news, too, not just of books. And to this day x have yet to get 

a letter or a call from any of those of whom I have written so critically - ® saying 

that - was unfair or inaccurate in/aiytliing I wrote about them. 

You should see my mail bedau.se 1 refuse to theorize ana do no conjecturing. 

} 

The people have a bellyful! of the slop you helped along and In sure the sale 

of the promoted, books of tiiat l&S&r garbage reflect it. 

Look at the Post's review of that sick stuff of i-iailer* si And the sales despite 

, ' 
the extra ordinary efforts toSell it. 

i 

I 5 ms sorry you did what you did to your 1 reputation and about how you did it. 



Sinferely, 



iA ( 

jj aroid Vieisberg 



